
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 24999December 12, 2001 
while I have been here. It is the na-

tional interest being subverted by spe-

cial interests; subverted by the special 

interests of the most affluent people 

and the most powerful corporations in 

America, by the individuals and insti-

tutions who already have the most and 

want more and more and more. 
When I arrived here a year ago, we 

were looking at optimistic forecasts of 

Federal budget surpluses totaling tril-

lions of dollars during the coming dec-

ade. What a wonderful opportunity, I 

thought we all would have to put this 

money to work for America by improv-

ing our Nation’s schools, highways, 

sewer and water systems, and other in-

frastructure.
What an opportunity for all of us to 

work together and fulfill a 25-year bro-

ken promise that the Federal govern-

ment would pay for 40 percent of the 

costs of special education in schools 

throughout this country. What a tre-

mendous accomplishment in which we 

could all share: provide better edu-

cations and lifetime opportunities to 

thousands of children with disabilities; 

allow school boards and educators to 

restore funding for regular school pro-

grams and services, so that all students 

would receive better educations; and 

reduce the local property tax burdens 

of taxpayers to make up for this bro-

ken Federal promise. 
I thought another of our top prior-

ities would be a prescription drug pro-

gram, to help our nation’s senior citi-

zens and people with severe disabilities 

afford the rising costs of their prescrip-

tion medicines. During my campaign 

last year, I listened to so many heart-

breaking stories of suffering and de-

spair by elderly men and women—the 

most vulnerable, aged, and impover-

ished among us. They are good people, 

who have worked hard and been up-

standing citizens throughout their 

lives. Yet, their retirement years are 

now being ravaged by the effects of 

these escalating drug prices on their 

fixed and limited incomes. Many sen-

iors have cried as they told me their 

stories. Some have even told me they 

prayed to die rather than to continue 

to live in such desperation. 
The budget resolution we passed last 

spring provided $300 billion to fund a 

prescription drug program to help re-

lieve these terrible financial burdens 

and to lift these good and deserving 

people out of their black despair. Yet, 

not one piece of legislation to accom-

plish this purpose has made it to this 

Senate floor this year. Not one. 
Now, we’re told, these anticipated 

budget surpluses have disappeared. 

There won’t be enough money to fully 

fund special education. There won’t be 

enough money for a prescription drug 

program.
Yet, there was enough money last 

spring to fund a $1.3 trillion tax cut—40 

percent of whose benefits will go to the 

wealthiest one percent of Americans. 

Not enough for schoolchildren and the 

elderly. Over $5 billion to millionaires 

and billionaires. 
And now they are at it again. Those 

in Congress who championed last 

spring’s huge tax giveaway are pro-

posing another one under the guise of 

an economic stimulus. And at the very 

same time, House Republicans on the 

Education Conference Committee have 

rejected the Senate’s proposal to in-

crease funding for special education to 

its promised 40 percent. 
They claim the entire IDEA program 

must first be reformed. Yet, a few 

weeks ago in the House, they passed an 

energy bill, giving over $30 billion in 

additional tax breaks to energy compa-

nies and utilities. They didn’t require 

any reform from them. The administra-

tion hadn’t even requested these tax 

breaks—but the House Republicans 

just gave them to the big energy com-

panies and utilities anyway. 
There always seems to be enough 

money around here for the rich and the 

powerful, be they people, corporations, 

or other special interests. But there’s 

no money for special education funding 

for children or for prescription drug 

coverage for seniors. 
It’s very hard for me to understand 

how 535 Members of Congress, who were 

elected to represent the best interests 

of all the American people, could have 

produced this result. It’s very hard for 

me to explain it to the schoolchildren, 

parents, educators, and senior citizens 

I see back in Minnesota. And it’s, thus, 

very, very hard for me to witness yet 

more of the same going into this so- 

called economic stimulus legislation. 
We should pass a good economic 

stimulus package. It would benefit our 

country. But we would better do noth-

ing than to pass another shameful ex-

ample of greed and avarice once again. 
I yield the floor. 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, par-

liamentary inquiry: Am I able to pro-

ceed for 15 minutes as in morning busi-

ness?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous unanimous consent, the 

Senator may proceed for 15 minutes. 

f 

DEFEATING AND PREVENTING 

TERRORISM TAKES MORE THAN 

MISSILE DEFENSE 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise this 

morning to speak to a decision that I 

am told and have read is about to be 

made by the President—a very signifi-

cant decision and, I think, an incred-

ibly dangerous one—to serve notice 

that the United States of America is 

going to withdraw from the ABM Trea-

ty.
Under the treaty, as you know, a 

President is able to give notice 6 

months in advance of the intention to 

withdraw.
Mr. President, we live in tumultuous 

times. The transition from the old cold 

war alignments to new patterns of con-

flict and cooperation is picking up 

speed. This transition is not quiet, but 

noisy and violent. For 3 months now, it 

has been propelled by a new war. 
In the modern world, high technology 

and rapid communications and trans-

portation put our own country and our 

own people on the front lines of that 

war. We are on the cutting edge of rev-

olutionary developments in everything 

from medicine to military affairs. 
We are also on the receiving end of 

everything from anthrax to the attacks 

of September 11—and we will remain 

vulnerable in the years to come. The 

question is: how vulnerable? 
How shall we deal with this acceler-

ated and violent transition? How well 

is the Administration dealing with it? 
And is their primary answer—with-

drawing from ABM and building a star 

wars system—at all responsive to our 

vulnerabilities?
We can find some answers in both the 

experience of the last 3 months and the 

President’s speech yesterday at the 

Citadel.
Wars are chaotic events, but they im-

pose a discipline upon us. 
We must focus on the highest-pri-

ority challenges. 
We must use our resources wisely, 

rather than trying to satisfy every 

whim.
We must seek out and work with al-

lies, rather than pretending that we 

can be utterly self-reliant. 
How well have we done? In the short 

run, very well indeed. 
Our people and institutions rose to 

the occasion on September 11 and in 

the weeks that followed. 
We took care, and continue to take 

care, of our victims and their families. 
We resolved to rebuild. 
We brought force to bear in Afghani-

stan, and used diplomacy in neigh-

boring states and among local factions, 

to prevail. 
We have also gained vital support 

from countries around the world, al-

though we have been slow to involve 

them on the ground. We have shared 

intelligence and gained important law 

enforcement actions in Europe in the 

Middle East, and in Asia. 
We have begun to take action to 

combat bioterrorism. At home, we have 

learned some lessons the hard way and 

we have accepted the need to do more. 

We are stepping up vaccine production. 
But we have yet to take the major 

actions that are needed to improve our 

public health capabilities at home—or 

our disease surveillance capabilities 

overseas, to give us advance notice of 

epidemics or potential biological weap-

ons.
Neither have we moved decisively to 

find new, useful careers for the thou-

sands of biological warfare specialists 

in Russia who might otherwise sell 

their goods their technology or their 

capabilities to Iran or Iraq, to Libya, 

or to well-funded terrorists. 
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This is no longer a matter for just 

those of us who have intelligence brief-
ings to know—and we have known this 
for a long time. Now the world knows 
that rogue states and terrorists have, 
in fact, attempted to buy nuclear weap-
ons, biological weapons, and chemical 
weapons.

The President recognizes the problem 
of bioterrorism, and listed it in his 
speech yesterday. At the Crawford 
summit, President Putin and he prom-
ised more cooperation to combat bio-
terrorism. So far, however, there has 
been a great deal more talk than ac-
tion. Al-Qaida’s eager quest for weap-
ons of mass destruction has, in my 
view, highlighted and brought home to 
every American the importance of non-
proliferation, of closing down the 
candy store, so to speak, where all 
these radical wackos go to shop. 

The President understands this. In 
his speech yesterday, after talking 
about the need to modernize our mili-
tary, he said: 

America’s next priority to prevent mass 

terror is to protect against proliferation of 

weapons of mass destruction and the means 

to deliver them. . . . 
Working with other countries, we will 

strengthen nonproliferation treaties and 

toughen export controls. Together we must 

keep the world’s most dangerous technology 

out of the hands of the world’s most dan-

gerous people. 

That is correct and well-phrased 
rhetoric. It gives nonproliferation a 
high priority. It recognizes the impor-
tance of international treaties. But 
where, Mr. President, are the actions 
to match that rhetoric? The President 
offers only a new effort ‘‘to develop a 
comprehensive strategy on prolifera-
tion,’’ something he has been prom-
ising for over a year. 

Meanwhile, just last week, the 
United States of America singlehand-
edly brought to an abrupt and con-
fusing halt the Biological Weapons 
Convention Review Conference that is 
held every 5 years. Why? Because the 
administration was determined not to 
allow any forum for the negotiation of 
an agreement to strengthen that con-
vention.

This was diplomacy as provocation, 
in my view, and it was and is a self-de-
feating approach. It undermined our ef-
forts to achieve agreement on pro-
posals we made earlier in the con-
ference, such as to address the need for 
countries to enact legislation making 
Biological Weapons Convention viola-
tions a crime. We asked that it be 
made a crime to violate the conven-
tion. We proposed that, but then we 
shut down the conference, killing even 
our own proposal, because we did not 
want any further discussion or a pos-
sible new agreement. 

The President may understand the 
need to work with other countries, but 
some people under his authority do not 
seem to get it. For that matter, where 
are the actions to promote non-
proliferation across the board? 

The White House review of our pro-

grams in the former Soviet Union has 

been limping along for over 10 months. 

But when the fiscal year 2002 budget 

was presented, we were told the funds 

for Nunn-Lugar were being reduced. 

Those are the funds we use to send 

American personnel to Russia to dis-

mantle their nuclear weapons delivery 

systems their strategic bombers and 

missiles.
We were told that the cut was not 

permanent, that the reason was they 

were reviewing whether or not the 

money was being well spent. While 

they are reviewing, those nuclear- 

tipped missiles sit there, and the in-

ability of the Russians to dismantle 

them because of lack of money or capa-

bility still exists. Thus, we got prom-

ises of new efforts, but in the fiscal 

year 2002 budget there is actually a cut 

in these programs. The Department of 

Defense has left so many funds unspent 

that the appropriators tried to cut the 

Nunn-Lugar program just to get the 

Pentagon’s attention. 
Nonproliferation is, thus, our No. 2 

priority, but the engine is still in first 

gear. The same is true of our supposed 

top priority: modernizing our military. 

The vaunted rethinking process in the 

Defense Department has yet to produce 

much that is new, and the fine per-

formance of our forces in Afghanistan 

owes more to strategy and equipment 

developed in the Gulf War and the 

‘‘revolution in military affairs’’ of the 

last decade than it does to anything 

new this year. 
If you want action with your rhet-

oric, go down to the No. 3 priority in 

the President’s speech: missile defense. 

Even there, however, the action is 

more diplomatic, or rather 

undiplomatic. If news reports are cor-

rect—and I know they are, based on my 

conversation today with the Secretary 

of State—the President will shortly an-

nounce his intention to withdraw in 6 

months’ time from the Anti-Ballistic 

Missile Treaty of 1972. 
Russia will not like that. Some here 

will say: So what? What does it matter 

what Russia likes or does not like? But 

none of our allies likes it either. And 

China, I predict, will respond with an 

arms buildup, increasing tensions in 

South Asia, causing India and Pakistan 

to reconsider whether to increase their 

nuclear capability and, as strong as it 

sounds, in the near term—meaning in 

the next several years—this will cause 

the Japanese to begin a debate about 

whether or not they should be a nu-

clear power in an increasingly dan-

gerous neighborhood. All of that is 

against our national interest. 
But the President will invoke Article 

XV of the ABM Treaty, which allows a 

party to withdraw ‘‘if it decides that 

extraordinary events related to the 

subject matter of this Treaty have 

jeopardized its supreme interest.’’ In 

my view, invoking this clause is a bit 

of a stretch, to say the least. No new 

enemy has fielded an ICBM missile, 

which is the only missile our national 

missile defense is intended to stop. 

Tactical missile defense is not barred 

by the ABM Treaty, and Russia has 

said it would even amend the treaty to 

permit an expanded United States test-

ing program. So where is the jeopardy 

to our supreme interest? 
The administration has said it wants 

to conduct tests that would breach the 

ABM Treaty, but the head of the Bal-

listic Missile Defense Organization in 

the Pentagon told Congress earlier this 

year that no breach was needed to do 

all the tests that were needed and 

scheduled.
Informed scientists say the features 

added to the test program that might 

breach the treaty, which the Defense 

Department presented to the Armed 

Services Committee several months 

ago, are far from necessary, especially 

at this time. Phil Coyle, the former 

chief of testing for the Pentagon, says 

we can conduct several years of needed 

testing without having to breach the 

treaty’s terms. 
The administration wants to build an 

Alaska test bed with several missile 

silos at Fort Greely that it says could 

be used for an emergency deployment. 

But the new interceptor missile for the 

missile defense will not be ready yet. 

The so-called ‘‘kill vehicle,’’ the thing 

that separates from the interceptor 

missile and hits the incoming warhead, 

will not have been tested against real-

istic targets yet. And the radars sup-

porting this system, the battle man-

agement capabilities, are pointed at 

Russia, so they will not even see a 

North Korean missile as it flies into 

southern California, following the sce-

nario cited by those who try to justify 

building a limited missile defense sys-

tem.
So where is the real action on missile 

defense? Is the announcement of our 

intent to withdraw from the ABM 

Treaty a real action, or is it a White 

House Christmas present for the right 

wing, who dislike arms control under 

any circumstances and see this season 

of success in Afghanistan, unity on for-

eign policy, and Christmas as a pro-

pitious moment to make this an-

nouncement?
Is now the time for unilateral 

moves—now, while we are still building 

coalitions for a changed world in which 

old enemies can reduce their dif-

ferences, at a minimum on the mar-

gins, and maybe even work together 

out of their own self-interest? 
We are in a time of great risk. But 

there is also great opportunity. Despite 

the horrors visited upon us on Sep-

tember 11, the truth is we were at-

tacked by the weakest of enemies. Al- 

Qaida is a group that no civilized state 

can tolerate. It was sheltered by a re-

gime with almost no international le-

gitimacy and little support, even in its 
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own land. Its goals and methods were 

so extreme as to be an object lesson to 

the world on why we must oppose all 

international terrorism. Many of its 

members and supporters, lacking in Af-

ghanistan the popular support that in 

other wars have enabled guerillas to 

blend into the landscape, were left to 

fight an armed conflict in which our 

side could readily prevail, as we have 

done.
Meanwhile, the vast majority of 

countries, including some longtime ad-

versaries, have lined on up on our side. 

Their cooperation has been and will re-

main important in our war effort, in 

the war against terrorism. The war has 

also opened doors that have been shut 

for many years. Opportunities have ex-

panded for cooperation on issues of mu-

tual concern. As the President said 

yesterday at the Citadel: 

All at once, a new threat to civilization is 

erasing old lines of rivalry and resentment 

between nations. Russia and America are 

building a new cooperative relationship. 

We must seize the opportunity that 

this war has afforded us. Clausewitz 

long ago explained that triumph in war 

lies not so much in winning battles, 

but in following up on your victories. 

The same is true in the broader arena 

of international politics. We must fol-

low up on the cooperation of the mo-

ment and turn it into a realignment of 

forces for decades to come—so that our 

grandchildren and great-grandchildren 

can look back on the 21st century and 

say that it did not replicate the car-

nage of the 20th century. 
How many Presidents get that oppor-

tunity? How many times does a nation 

have that potential? 
Withdrawal from the ABM Treaty 

will not make nonproliferation, which 

should be our highest priority and 

which combats our clearest danger, 

any easier to achieve. I find that espe-

cially worrisome. 
A year ago we were on the verge of a 

deal with North Korea to end that 

country’s long-range ballistic missile 

program and its sales of missiles and 

missile technology. Now we seem far 

away from such a deal, pursuing in-

stead a missile defense that will be 

lucky to defend against a first-genera-

tion attack, let alone one with simple 

countermeasures, until the year 2010 or 

much later. What good will a missile 

defense in Alaska do, if North Korea 

threatens Japan or sells to countries 

that would attack our allies in Europe, 

or sells to terrorist groups that would 

put a nuclear weapon in the hull of a 

rusty tanker coming up the Delaware 

River or into New York Harbor or San 

Francisco Bay? How does withdrawal 

from the ABM Treaty help defend 

against those much more realistic, 

near-term threats? 
What expenditures of money are we 

going to engage in? How are we going 

to deal with what Senator Baker, our 

Ambassador to Japan and former Re-

publican leader, said is the single most 

urgent unmet threat that America 

faces, made real by the knowledge that 

al-Qaida was trying to purchase a nu-

clear capability? 
We must corral the fissile material 

and nuclear material in Russia as well 

as their chemical weapons. The Baker- 

Cutler report laid out clearly for us a 

specific program that would cost $30 

billion over the next 8 to 10 years, to 

shut down one department—the nu-

clear department—of the candy store 

that everyone is shopping in. 
Senator LUGAR actually went to a fa-

cility with the Russian military that 

housed chemical weapons. He describes 

it as a clapboard building with windows 

and a padlock on the door, although its 

security has been improved with our 

help. He could fit three Howitzer shells 

in his briefcase. Those shells could do 

incredible damage to America. 
How does withdrawal from the ABM 

Treaty defend against any of that? 

Which is more likely—an ICBM attack 

from a nation that does not now pos-

sess the capability, with a return ad-

dress on it, knowing that certain anni-

hilation would follow if one engaged in 

the attack; or the proliferation of 

weapons of mass destruction tech-

nology and weaponry, so it can be used 

surreptitiously?
If you walk away from a treaty with 

Russia, will that make Russia more in-

clined to stop its assistance to the Ira-

nian missile program? Or will Russia 

be more attempted to continue that as-

sistance? Russia has now stated, in a 

change from what they implied would 

happen after Crawford, that expansion 

of NATO, particularly to include the 

Baltic States, is not something they 

can likely tolerate—not that we should 

let that influence our decisions on 

NATO enlargement. Which do we gain 

more by—expanding NATO to the Bal-

tic States, or scuttling the ABM Trea-

ty with no immediate promises of gain-

ing a real ability to protect against 

any of our genuine and immediate 

threats? If we end the ABM Treaty, 

will Russia stop nuclear deals of the 

sort that led us to sanction Russian in-

stitutions, or will it cozy up to Iran’s 

illegal nuclear weapons program? 
The President made nonproliferation 

the No. 2 priority yesterday and mis-

sile defense No. 3. I truly fear, however, 

that his impending actions on that 

third priority will torpedo his actions 

on his No. 2 priority. If that should 

occur, we and our allies will surely be 

the losers. 
So far, the administration’s conduct 

in the war on terrorism has shown dis-

cipline, perseverance, the ability to 

forge international consensus, and the 

flexibility to assume roles in the Mid-

dle East and in Afghanistan that the 

administration had hoped it could 

avoid. In this regard, the American 

people have been well served, and I 

compliment the President. 

The war is only 3 months old, how-

ever, and the new patterns of coopera-

tion and support are young and fragile. 

We should nourish them and build on 

them. This is not the time to throw 

brickbats in Geneva or to thumb our 

noses at treaties. 
We read in Ecclesiastes: A time to 

tear down and a time to build up. In 

Afghanistan and elsewhere, we are 

rightfully and wonderfully tearing 

down the Taliban and al-Qaida. But if 

our victories are to be lasting and give 

lasting benefit, we must simulta-

neously build up the structures of 

international cooperation and non-

proliferation. The opportunities af-

forded by a war will not last forever. 

Today the doors to international co-

operation and American leadership are 

wide open. But if we slam them shut 

too often, we will lose our chance to re-

structure the world and we will be con-

demned to repeat the experience of the 

last century, rather than move beyond 

it.
I yield the floor and suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent the order for the 

quorum call be dispensed with. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

AGRICULTURE, CONSERVATION, 

AND RURAL ENHANCEMENT ACT 

OF 2002—Continued 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have 

been on this bill now—we started Mon-

day with debate. We had good amend-

ments offered yesterday, with full dis-

cussion. Today we have had a vote on 

Senator LUGAR’s bill, which was in the 

form of an amendment. 
I hope during the next few hours we 

can have other amendments offered. 

We are arriving at a point—staff has 

drawn up a unanimous consent request 

that I, at a later time, will propound to 

the Senate. That will be that there be 

a finite list of amendments so we know 

the universe from which we are work-

ing.
On our side, I say to my friend from 

Indiana, it appears we have just a few 

amendments, a very few. Maybe some 

of those won’t even require a vote. 
I have been told by various people on 

the minority side that they have some 

amendments to offer. I saw here, a 

minute ago, my friend from New Hamp-

shire. He usually offers a sugar amend-

ment. That is what he might be doing 

today.
In short, in the not too distant future 

I will seek approval by unanimous con-

sent agreement to have a time for a fi-

nite list of amendments, and then, of 

course, after that we will ask that 

there be a cutoff period for the filing of 
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